H2	Chap. 3—assignment
steam engine had at the time of the bankruptcy been
hired by the bankrupt to a farmer for threshing purposes.
The bankrupt had assigned the engine to the plaintiffs to
secure the purchase price, and the question was between
the plaintiffs and the assignee in bankruptcy, and at first
sight this case would appear to cover the case of goods let
under hire-purchase agreements. But no particulars are
given in the report or were apparently known to the Court
as to the length or conditions of the letting. It seems to
have been assumed that it was for a very slight period
such as a day or an hour. It does not appear whether a
servant or employee of the hirer retained control of the
machine, or whether the servants of the farmer had
control. Further, in his judgment Lord Campbell, C.J.,
says :—
" I give no opinion whether a chattel can be said to be
" in the order disposition or possession of a bankrupt
" when there was at the time of the bankruptcy, a
" bailment of the chattels to another, the bailee having
" a lien upon it or in such like cases."
In the report in Ellis & Ellis (s) his words arc reported
as:—
" I do not throw any doubt on the other cases which
" have been cited for the plaintiffs where a third party
<f had a legal right to possession."
It is apparent that the Court was of opinion that the
farmer had not a legal right to possession.
It is submitted that a hirer who is observing the terms
of his agreement has a legal right to possession and
therefore comes within the meaning of these phrases, but
in view of the above decisions the position is not free
from doubt. The cases to which Lord Campbell refers
are Greening v. Clark (t) and Webb v. Whinney («) in
both of which it was held that the possession of a pawnee
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